
EVERETT B. GIBSON LAW FIRM 

9 5 0 MORGAN KEEGAN TOWER MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 3 8 1 0 3 
5 0 N. FRONT STREET 

ASSOCIATES August 17, 1995 
RALPH T. GIBSON 
CANTON ASHER BERUBE 

TELEPHONE: O O I 1 5 7 S - 8 2 I I 
TELECOPIER: 0 0 1 ) 5 7 6 - 8 1 4 9 

Peter Raack, Esq. 
Assistant Regional Counsel 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 
345 Courtland Street, N.E. 
Afianta, Georgia 30365 

Re: Carrier Air Conditioning Site, Collierville, TN 

Dear Mr. Raack: 

This letter serves as Norfolk Southem Railway Company's response to the lengthy 
letter from Mr. Russell V. Randle, attomey for Carrier Corporation, to you dated July 13, 1995, 
and his recent colossal package to you dated July 26, 1995, conceming Norfolk Southem's right 
of way adjacent to the above-referenced site. Please make this letter and its attachments a part of 
the administrative record regarding the site. 

Mr. Randle's July 13, 1995 letter, transmitted by his office that evening, was 
premature for two reasons. First, representatives of Norfolk Southem, EPA, and Carrier were 
previously scheduled to meet, and did in fact meet, at the site the next moming. After the meeting 
all parties appeared satisfied that Hill Brothers' proposed activities would not present a threat to 
remediation at the adjacent site as long as a few minor safeguards are followed. 

Second, the plans by Hill Brothers and Norfolk Southem are now on hold until the 
dispute between Carrier and Norfolk Southem over the extent of Norfolk Southem's right of way 
reaches final disposition in Norfolk Southem's favor. Hill Brothers takes this position because it 
risks being ejected from the property in midstream after it has spent the time and money to level 
the small 12' by 40' area within the right of way to make a driveway for tmcks to park during the 
loading process and after it has changed its operations from transporting the cmshed limestone by 
tmck, which it is currently doing, to transporting it by rail. Carrier's local counsel was advised of 
this development by letter dated July 18, 1995. As you may recall, I also advised you of this 
development in our recent phone conversation. 

For this same reason, the issues raised in Mr. Randle's latest letter of July 26, 
1995, are currently moot. Notwithstanding this, however, Norfolk Southern will respond to the 
July 26, 1995 letter to correct the various misstatements of fact and embellishments contained in 
it. Norfolk Southern assumes that the July 26, 1995 letter supersedes the July 13, 1995 letter as 
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to Carrier's position in this matter and will, therefore, respond only to the July 26, 1995 letter. 

Initially, we do not understand how Mr. Randle can, in good conscience, assert 
that Norfolk Southem is "seeking access to perform work at this Superfimd site without regard 
for the restrictions and requirements ofthe ongoing remedial work performed by Carrier under 
the UAO, but which may interfere materially with that effort" (July 26, 1995 letter, pp. 1-2) when 
Norfolk Southem has acted in the utmost good faith and cooperation in its efforts to convince 
Carrier and EPA that Hill Brothers' proposed operations on the spur track will pose no threat to 
the remediation at the adjacent property. Inter alia, Norfolk Southem has talked freely with EPA 
and Carrier regarding every aspect ofthe proposed operation, including a meeting at the site with 
Carrier's representatives and the EPA's Remedial Project Manager, conducted soil sampling at the 
railroad's expense, including providing split samples to Carrier, and responded fully and in a 
satisfactory marmer to each of Carrier's expanding concems. 

Mr. Randle's most recent letter to you also suffers from some inherent 
contradicfions. For example, on page 3 of his July 26, 1995 letter, he states: "It is unfortunate 
that the railroad filed its lawsuit before seeking [a] conference with EPA and Carrier about this 
site," yet, on page 10 of his July 26, 1995 letter, Mr. Randle concedes that "[i]n late May, 
discussions began with the railroad" and Carrier, which was well before the lawsuit was filed. 
Moreover, Mr. Randle implies throughout his letter that Carrier has been conciliatory throughout 
the negotiations; however, in other parts of his letter, Mr. Randle makes such statements as: 
"Please note that Carrier vigorously contests the allegations in that amended complaint, and 
believes that some ofthe factual assertions contained in it are false."' The fact is that Carrier has 
vigorously contested and continues to vigorously contest Norfolk Southem's position on every 
issue, whether the issue involves state property law or whether it involves remotely potential 
environmental concems. That is why Norfolk Southem was compelled to file the lawsuit to 
enjoin Carrier from interfering with the railroad's right to exercise its easement right within its 

' Carrier asserts that Norfolk Southem falsely alleges in its Amended Complaint that 
Carrier demanded licensing fees from Norfolk Southem and Hill Brothers. Norfolk Southem 
made this allegation in its original complaint, but upon further investigafion determined that it 
should delete the allegation in its Amended Complaint. All references to licensing fee demands 
were therefore deleted from the factual assertions contained in Norfolk Southem's Amended 
Complaint. Completely due to a clerical mistake, however, a single reference to licensing fees 
was not deleted in Count One ofthe Amended Complaint. Carrier's local counsel was promptly 
notified of this clerical mistake and that the mistake would be corrected in subsequent pleadings 
and at trial. Mr. Randle is charged with notice of Norfolk Southem's representations to his 
client's local attomeys. 
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right of way. 

Mr. Randle continues to assert that the filing ofthe state court lawsuit is somehow 
an event oi force majeure rendering it impossible for Carrier to continue with its remediation 
efforts on the adjacent property. This is utter nonsense. Norfolk Southem's state court lawsuit 
against Carrier involves only two issues of state property and contract law: (1) whether Norfolk 
Southern's right of way extends 50 feet or 100 feet on either side ofthe center ofthe main line 
track and (2) whether, in any event, Norfolk Southem has the right to use or allow third parties to 
use the spur track under its siding agreement with Carrier. The Court is not being asked to 
interpret the provisions ofthe UAO or anything else to do with the remediation on the adjacent 
property. 

In reality. Carrier is putting up a smoke screen by involving EPA in the property 
dispute between it and Norfolk Southem in an attempt to confuse the issues before the Court. 
Although Carrier's initial concems about Hill Brothers' proposed operations may have been 
legitimate. Carrier's continued efforts to find expanded concems can only be viewed as an attempt 
to aid its defense in the property dispute. Carrier's assertions to the contrary, Norfolk Southem 
attempted to settle the property issues with Carrier well before the filing ofthe lawsuit and 
attempted in the utmost good faith to satisfy Carrier that Hill Brothers' proposed operations will 
not interfere in any manner with the remediation at the adjacent site. Instead, it has been Carrier 
and not Norfolk Southern that has raised ever increasing issues, all of which have reached the 
ludicrous point. Carrier's assertions that Norfolk Southem has acted in bad faith in filing the 
lawsuit and in purportedly failing to acknowledge the UAO completely misrepresent the record. 

Carrier attempts to put up additional smoke screens by raising irrelevant issues 
conceming Hill Brothers' activities at other sites. First, Carrier needlessly lengthens its latest 
letter by discussing Hill Brothers' clearing of some Carrier property Hill Brothers mistakenly 
believed to be owned by an adjacent landowner. Norfolk Southem is without sufficient 
knowledge to respond to Carrier's irrelevant allegations conceming this matter; however, from 
what little it knows, the fault was not Hill Brothers' but the adjacent landowner's who insisted 
throughout the ordeal that he owned the disputed property. In any event, as Carrier's own exhibit 
4 to its July 26 letter reflects. Hill Brothers immediately acknowledged the mistake and restored 
the property as requested by Carrier. The irrelevance ofthe foregoing is further magnified in the 
current matter because the vety essence ofthe dispute between Norfolk Southem and Carrier 
involves property boundaries and the extent ofthe railroad's easement rights thereto. Hill 
Brothers will not prepare the site or undertake the unloading operations ofthe cmshed limestone 
rock until the dispute is finally disposed of in Norfolk Southem's favor. 

Additionally, Carrier calls into question Hill Brothers' ability to transload cmshed 
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limestone rock by assailing Hill Brothers' compliance with air pollution and stormwater discharge 
permits at another site. Specifically, Carrier claims that through its covert surveillance of Hill 
Brothers' cement plant, it has discovered piles of sand, standing water from tmck washing 
operations, and an uncapped PVC pipe. Besides the fact that these do not appear to be significant 
concerns, such concems are irrelevant to Hill Brothers' ability to successfully and safely transload 
cmshed limestone rock. Moreover, and dispositive of these concems, we have been informed that 
Hill Brothers will not have to comply with a stormwater discharge permit or an air pollution 
permit for the operation in question because the Tennessee Department of Energy and 
Conservation's Water Pollution Control Division ("TDEC") and the Memphis and Shelby County 
Health Department's Air Pollution Control Division have determined that the proposed operation 
is exempted from stormwater discharge and air pollution permitting requirements. See letter 
dated July 24, 1995, from Lew E. Hoffman, Environmental Specialist at TDEC, attached hereto 
as Exhibit A, and letter dated August 8, 1995, from J. Carter S. Gray, Manager at the Memphis 
and Shelby County Health Department's Air/Pollution Control Division, attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. 

In response to Carrier's request that EPA issue an administrative order to Norfolk 
Southem and Hill Brothers conceming the proposed operation, Norfolk Southem believes that 
such an order is unnecessaty not only because it currently would be moot but also because the 
proposed operation, if it ever takes place, will not pose a threat to remediation at the adjacent site. 
Specifically, Carrier requests that nine issues be addressed in such an order. 

1. There will be no interference with or endangerment ofthe monitoring wells or 
any other remediation equipment at the adjacent site nor will there be any interference with any 
ongoing remediation work being done at the adjacent site. At the July 14, 1995 meeting, Norfolk 
Southern's environmental engineer, Joe Oliver, suggested that the monitoring wells should be 
painted a bright color so that tmcks would be less likely to mn over the wells.^ Mr. Oliver was 
referring to tmcks driven by the City of Collierville and Norfolk Southem's track repair crew, 
which track repair crew stays in mobile homes a few hundred feet west ofthe spur track. As I 
stated at the time and during the conference call with you, Mr. Oliver was not referring to any 
tmcks that will be involved in Hill Brothers' proposed operation. Of course, Mr. Randle 
materially omits this fact from his letter, leaving the reader with the impression that Hill Brothers' 
tmcks will be driven in close proximity to the wells. This is not the case. As the map attached 
hereto as Exhibit C reflects, the tmcks will leave the gravel road just east ofthe spur track, well 

^ In addition, painting the monitoring wells a bright color helps protect the railroad track 
repair crew living in the mobile homes near the wells from suffering injuries ifthey fail to see the 
wells at night and trip over them. 
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east ofthe closest well, and back up to the loading point between the main line track and the spur 
track. The tmcks will then reenter the road at the same point. This point is marked with an "X" 
on Exhibit C. No tmcks in connection with Hill Brothers' transloading operation will get near the 
wells or other remediation equipment via this route. 

2. Hill Brothers will conduct the transloading operation as represented to you in 
my July 11, 1995 letter to you. Additionally, the requirements as set out in the letter from the 
Air/Pollution Control Section, attached as Exhibit B, will be followed. Hill Brothers will not 
deviate from the site constmction and operations plan without first notifying Norfolk Southem, 
Carrier and EPA. Of course, the operation has been plarmed vety carefiilly so that the operation 
will not interfere with the remediation at the adjacent site, and it is therefore unlikely that any 
changes in the plan will be necessaty. 

3. As stated eariier, a stormwater permit is not required for this operation. 
Notably, it is TDEC (and not EPA or Carrier) which has jurisdiction over the issuance of 
stormwater permits. TDEC has been authorized by EPA to implement the stromwater permit 
program for the state. 

4. As stated earlier, an air pollution permit is not required for this operation. In 
addition, it is the Memphis and Shelby County Health Department's Air Pollution Control Division 
(and not EPA or Carrier) which has jurisdiction over the issuance of any such permit. 

5. The Chancety Court has ordered that Norfolk Southem must purchase a $1 
million dollar bond and Hill Brothers must show proof of its environmental impairment liability 
insurance policy covering the operation before it will issue a temporaty restraining order. Hill 
Brothers currently has a commercial general liability policy in effect at the site. Norfolk Southem 
will not participate in the proposed unloading at the site and therefore does not need such a 
policy. Norfolk Southem is a self-insured Fortune 500 company. As informafion, Norfolk 
Southem employees are not covered by workers' compensation, although Hill Brothers' 
employees are. Norfolk Southem employees are subject to the Federal Employers' Liability Act. 

6. See response to number 5. Both Norfolk Southem and Hill Brothers would be 
liable to EPA and Carrier for any liability caused by their negligence, however, as provided by 
common law. 

7. Because no air pollution or stormwater permit is required for this operation, 
there is no obligation to preserve any records regarding permits. 

8. Norfolk Southem took soil samples near the spur track only to convince Carrier 
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that there was no contaminated soil at the point were the unloading will take place. As Carrier 
concedes there is no volatile organic compound contamination and only background levels of 
metals in the soil. A copy ofthe test resuhs is attached as Exhibit D. Norfolk Southern does not 
intend to take fiirther soil samples. 

9. Because the proposed transloading operation will affect only a small area of 
surface soil near the spur track, Norfolk Southem has no interest in taking and does not intend to 
take groundwater samples. 

In conclusion, Norfolk Southem believes that it has addressed Carrier's concems 
and that the proposed transloading operation, which will require neither a stormwater nor an air 
permit, will not impact or interfere with the remediation Carrier is conducting. No force majeure 
has occurred or will occur as the proposed transloading activity will not hinder Carrier's remedial 
activities or endanger the well equipment. Inasmuch as the test results from these two wells are 
favorable (according to Carrier), perhaps the EPA should consider Carrier's request that the wells 
be removed from the project. 

Had Norfolk Southem been able to work out Carrier's concems before suit was 
filed, it would have. But Carrier's intransigence on certain points left Norfolk Southem with no 
option but to press its ownership ofa charter right of way easement interest over the disputed 
property in court - a question the EPA cannot resolve. We regret that the EPA has become 
embroiled in this dispute, and, while it would be inappropriate to add Norfolk Southem as a party 
to the Unilateral Administrative Order to the site (since Norfolk Southem is not a potentially 
responsible party), Norfolk Southem and Hill Brothers continue to be willing to cooperate with 
the EPA about any concems EPA may have. We are vety interested in the EPA's preliminaty 
assessment of this matter so that fiiture lengthy correspondence from Mr. Randle can be avoided. 
Too many resources have already been expended in what should have been a straight forward 
matter. It is time that Carrier went back to conceming itself with the remediation ofthe 
contamination caused by Carrier's operations. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely yours. 

( K ^ . J U J H : . ^ 

Ralph T. Gibson 

RTG:rb 
Attachments 
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cc: Ms. Elizabeth Brown 
Rosco A. Field, Esq. 
Russell V. Randle, Esq. 



STATE OF TENNESSEE 
D E P A R T M E N T OF ENVIRONMENT A N D C O N S E R V A T I O N 

MEMPHIS ENVIRONMENTAL FIELD OFFICE 
SUITE E-645, PERIMETER PARK 

2510 MT. MORI AH 
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38115-1520 

Jufy24, 1995 

Joseph E. Oliver 
Engineer, Environmental Operations 
Norfolk Southem Railway Company 
7208 Old Rutledge Pike 
Knoxville, TN 37914 

Dear Mr. Oliver: 

As 1 had mentioned during our phone conversation of July 21, 1995, a storm water Notice 
Of Intent (NOI) for constmction activity is required only for development / constmcfion 
activities of which five (5) acres or more are cleared or disturbed. In addition, the 
facility's Standard Industrial Classification code (SIC) as described during our phone 
conversation and in your letter dated July 21, 1995 is 4789. This categoty does not, at 
this time, require the submittal of a NOI for industrial activity whereas railroad facilities 
which are involved in equipment maintenance, washing, etc. are covered under their own 
NOI, i.e. the main yard. 

I am including a copy ofthe Rules for Constmction Activity, 1200-04-10-. 05 for your 
reference. 

If you have any questions on this matter, please feel free to call me at (901) 368-7960. 

Sincerely: 

Lew E. Hoffman 
Environmental Specialist 
TDEC Water Pollution Control 

c John Leonard 

Exhibit A 



DR. W. W. HERENTON 
Mayor ofMempkis 

MEMPHIS AND SHELBY COUNTY 

HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
YVONNE 8. MADLOCK 

Director 
JOHN B. KIRKLEY, M.D. 

I-nterim Health Officer 

JIM ROUT 
Mayor of Shelby County 

August 8, 1995 

Mr. Ralph T. Gibson 
Everett B. Gibson Law Firm 
950 Morgan Keegan Tower 
50 N. Front Street 
Memphis, TN 38103 

Dear Mr. Gibson: 

This Department has reviewed your request for guidance regarding the transloading of crushed limestone 
from railcars directly into trucks as described in your letter dated August 4, 1995. 

We have determined that an air emissions construction and/or operating permit is not required for this 
operation provided the following conditions are met: 

A. The transloading shall occur on the spur track located adjacent to the Carrier Corporation 
property in Collierville, Tenne.s.see. 

B. The crushed limestone shall be transloaded in a wet condition to minimize airborne 
emissions. 

C. The transloading operation be limited to the 100,000 tons of limestone over a period not' 
to exceed two years. 

D. There shall be no stockpiling of materials at the transloading site. 
E. The transloading area must be maintained to minimize nuisance emissions. 
F. Records must be maintained to demonstrate compliance with the above listed conditions. 

If circumstances change which would affect the transloading operation, this Department should be 
provided the opportunity to review the changes to determine current applicable requirements. If you have 
any questions please call me or Alan M. Hekking at (901) 576-7653. 

Sincerely, 

0 

jJ.iCarter S. Gray, Managec \ 
AtR/POLLUTION CONTROL SECTION 

..NV-Jti. 

JCSG:AMH:kj 

pc: Source Files - #0690 
Branch Correspondence Files 

81 4 JEFFERSON AVENUE, MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 3 8 1 0 5 
P H O N E (OOl) 576 -7600 FAX (901) 576-7832 

Exhibit B 
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EIMVIRONMEIMTAL SERVICE LABORATORIES. INC. 

Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 
7205 Old Rudcdgc Pike 
Knoxville, TN 37914 
Ami; Joe Oliver 

Lab Number DA06483 
Doto Received 07/15/PS 
Sample Dat? 
Sample Timo 
Sample Matrix SOIL 
Siimplc Description A2-3', Carrier Spur Sito 

1 tii rMKl HODS: 
*l-5i.ind;ird MvthoJsfor the Exwnliuuiott of Waxcr nnd WimcwKtcr, 13th Edition, 1992. 
'Z-MaluiOs for ChcmiCivl Analysisof W;HCr and Wiwlcs, EPA M.jrch, 1983. 
*.Vt,r,A .Mcihods U)T Organic OcmiciJ Annlyfii$ of Municipal and Industrial W:KtcwiUcr, EPA.M)0/4-82.057, July, 1982-
•4 Mothv'ds for E\;»Ui.itiiig Solid Wa<ile Phi-sical/ChcmJcal Methods SW-H46, Third Edition, Novcmbor, 10«6, 

PAR/VME'IER 

Dichk.irodifluoronicihanc 
ChloTOmcUianc 
Viitvl Chloride 
Cliiorocihanc 
TricUlorotlooi'omcilianc 
1,1-Diclilorocthcnc 
Methylene CnUn'idc 
uui's-1,2-DichluroeiKcno 
1.1-Diclilorocthanc 
2,2-Diohl(>ropropunC 
ciS'l.Z-Dicliloroctlicnc 
Cliloioform' 
Dii>iiH)cliloromctInine 
IJ.l-Triehloroethane 
1,1-Die hi oropropene 
Ciirhonlctriiciiloridc 
Bcn>:i:;v 

•I,2-Oicl1li)rocihUnc " """ '"" 
Triclilorocllicnc 
1,2-Dichloiopropnnc 
Uiomodicliloromctlianc 
Dibiomomcihanc 
2.ChKn oclhylvinylclhcr 
cij-1,3-Dicli!oropropcne 

DATA 

<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.() 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<:5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5,0 
<5,0 
<5.0 

' -"- -<5.C 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<:5.0 
<5.0 

UNITS 

ug/Kg 
ug/i<i 
ug/Kg 
\}gfl^ 
u&a<g 
U£/Kg 
iijj/K(j 

ug/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kc 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 

--'Ug/Kg ^ 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
u ^ g 

MEIUOD 

8260*4 

szeo-'a 
8260M 
8260M 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
82fi0*4 
8260*4 
8200*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
fi260«4 
8260'4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

'neou'-' 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260M 
8260'4 
8260*4 
8260-4 

ANALYST 

KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KJt -
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 

DATE ••' 

07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/05 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

'•-07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

TIME 

13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
I3:.5fl 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50' 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 

P.O.Box 19964 
Bî mngharn. Alabama 35219 
PHOME: 942-5995 

P.O, Box S856 
Decatur. Alabama 35602 

PHONE: 350-3385 
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EIVIVIROIMIVIENTAL SERVICE LABORATORIES, IIVIC. 

Norfolk Southern Railway Co. J^b Number DA06483 
PARAMETKR 

Toluene 
tiaiii>»],3-Diclik)ropropcnc 
1,1.2-Trichloj-octhflnc 
Tetrachloroethene 
1,3-Dichloropropanc 
Dibronioehloronicihanc 
1,2-Dibromocthiine 
Chlorobenzene 
1,1,1,2-Tcirachlorocthanc 
Eihylbcnr.cnc 
Xylene;, Total 
Styrene 
Bronioiorm 
hop)op)flbon;iciic 
1,],2,2-Tciraclil()rocthane 
l,,?.>3-Trichl()ropropanc 
Broi)ioh'2n;',cno 
n-Propylbcns'Cnc 
2-CliIoroiolucnc 
1 ,.'̂ ,.5-Trifnclh>'lbcnKcnc 
4-ChIori)U)kienc 
teit-Bulylbcnzcne 
l,2,4-Trimctliylbcn2onc 
scc-BvitylV^cn/xnc 
1,3-Dichlorobciuenc 
p-Isopropylioluciic 
1,4-Dichlorobcnzonc 
n-Butylbcn/cnc 
I,2-Dic.hU\rob.cn3'.cnc 
1,2- Dibr()nio-3-Chloropropanc 
1,2,4-Triclik3rybcnzcnc 
Hcxiichloi obutadicnc 
Niipliilialciic 
1,2,3 Trichlorobenzene 

P.O, B0X199B4 
Blrmiiigham, AlebarriB 35319 
PHOME: 942-5995 

fc'B 3DVd 

DATA 

<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5,0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<;5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 

- -<5.0 
<5.0 
O.O 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 

UNITS 

Ug/Kg 
ug/K4» 
ug/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
vig/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 

u e ^ 
ug/Kg 
u&^g 
Ufi/'Kg 
u&'Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
i)g/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ugA<g 

-ug/Kg. 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Wg/Kg 
ug/Kg 

d3 Na3Hinos >inDjyoN 

IVfETHOD 

8260*4 
82<50*4 
fi260M 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260M 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260''4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
82C0M 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260M 
.8260"i4..-.„-
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
82(50M 

ANALYST 

KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH -
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 

DATE 

07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

-07/17/95'-
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

TIME 

13:50 
13:50 
13.50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50-
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 
13:50 

P.O. Sox 286e 
Decfltur, Alabama 35802 

PHONE: 350-3365 

e6STTZS9T9 00 :eT S5eT/TZ/i0 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE LABORATORIES, INC. 

Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 
7208 Old Rutledge Pike 
Knowillc, TN 37914 
Ann; Joe Oliver 

Lab Numbor DA06484 
Date Rocoivod 07/15/95 
Sample Date 
Sample Time 
Sample Matrix SOIL 
Sample Description D2-3',Ca)Ticr Spur Site 

lESlMKinODS: 
•l^Si;.)iO:ir<l MclhodN f!»rtIicExaiTiliViUlon Of W;ucr and Wasicwaicr, 18th Edition, 1W2, 
*2Mctliiii.ls for ClK-mjwl An-ilyrtb of Water nnd Wastes, EPA M.irch, 19H3. 
•3-EPA MvUioUt-' fiiT Orgnnic Chemical An?»ly?!li; «f MunicipAi and Induetriftl Wattcw.vor, B P A - 6 0 0 / 4 - 8 2 - 0 5 7 , July, iyH2. 
"ij-Mtiî ods ft^r E\ .ilu;iiine Solid Waste Physical/ChcmicHi Methods SW'846. Third Edition. November, 1986. 

PARAMUER 

Dicb lorodifluoromclhane 
Chioronicfhanc 
Vinyl Cliloridc 
Oilorocihanc 
Trichliirofluoromcthfinc 
1,1-Dichloroclhcnc 
Methylene Qiloridc 
irafis-l,2-Dicli]()r<)ctlicnc 
1,1'Dichloroethane 
2,2-Dicliloropropanc 
cis-],2-Dichlorocthcnc 
Ctilororonn 
Broinochloromctbanc 
1,1.1-Triehloroethane 
l,l-Dic)iloroprf)pcnc 
CHrboiitcirachlorJdg 
Boijcnc 
, ly2i D i c l l l o r O C t h t t n C - . ; • .•: -. , .: ,-„„... , . -

Trichlorocihono 
1,2-Dichloropropano 
Bromodichlorymcthane 
Dihioinoiiictliane 
2-ChIorocthylvinylcthcr 
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 

P.O. Box 19964 
Birmmgham, Alabama 35813 
PHONE: 942-5995 

90 39Vd d3 

VXT\ 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 

^•-^- :-<5.0-
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 

xjNrrs 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
u ^ g 
Uft^ 
Uij/Kg 
Ufi/Kg 
tifi/Kg 
UfilCg 
utJ/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
vg/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
•ug/Kg • " 
u^Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 

f_ J ^ irittji! gn rjc/clnd pnpra 

NdBHinos >nojaoN 

METIIOD 

8260*4 
8260*4 
8260M 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8Z60"4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260̂ -4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
fl2r)0''4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

r-8260M" -
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

ANALYST 

KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
ICH 
KH 
ICH 
KH 
ICH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 

•̂  ---KH-
KH 
ICH 
ICH 
ICH 
KH 
KH 

DATE 

07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

....07/17/95 • " 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

TIME 

14:43 
14:43 
14;43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 

. 14:43-
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
.̂-14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 

P.O. Bo« 9866 
Decacur, Aiat̂ ama 3S6QS 

PHDNG: 330-3383 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE LABORATORIES, INC. 

Norfolk Southern Railway Co. 

PARAMETER 

Tiilucnc 
try nf-l ,3-Dichloropropone 
1,1,2.Tridilorocthanc 
TctiLichlLirocthenc 
1,3-Dichioropropanc 
Dibromochloromethane 
1,2-Dibroinocihanc 
Chlorobenzene 
lJ,J,2-Tcirachloroeihtmc 
Eiliylbenzcnc 
Xylenes, Total 
Stjrcnc 
Drumofcrni 
tjopropylhciucnc 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocihane 
1,2,3-Tricliloropropune 
Broinybcn/cne 
n-Preppy Ibenzene 
2ChIorotoUicnc 
1,3,5-Triiiicthylbenzcne 
4-Chlorotolucnc 
tcrt-Butylhcnzcnc 
1,2.4-TrUTi(,'ihyri^enisciir - • •• • 
scc-Biilylhcri£cnc 
1,3-Oichlorobcnzonc 
p-IfioprvvpyUoUienc 
1,4-D ichU)r«bcnzcne 
n-Biitylht;n7.rna 
1,2-Dichl or obert2cne 
l,2-Dibromo-3-ailoropropanc 
1.2.4 TricMorobcnTicnc 
Hcxachlorobutaclicno 
Naphthalene 
i,2,3-Trichiorobenzctic 

P.O. Box 19964 
BirtTingham, Alabama 35219 
PHONE; 942-5993 

_ _ D A T A _ 

<5.0 " 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5,0 
<*^.(\ 
<;5.o •• 

<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 
<5.0 
*:5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5.0 
<5,0 

Lab Numbor 
"IfytiTT""" ' 

UNITS 

ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/ICg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ug/ICg 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ufi/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ufi/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
Ufi/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ll£»/K|f 

• ug/ivg •• 

ug/Ka 
Ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 
ug/Kg 

-,.,-V5^<S,.. ,:. 
\ig/Kg 
Ĵg/Kg 

vft/Kg 
u&ICg 
ug/ICg 
uij/Kg 

t J *r:niiiJ on rtoyoirij PUDIK 

99 39yd d3 Ha3Hin05 XnOddON 

METHOD 

8260*4 
8260'*4 
8260M 
8260*4 
S260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

sseoM 
8260*4 
8260*4 
ft260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

m î"̂  
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260"4 
8260*4 
fl260M 
8260*4" 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 
8260*4 

DA06484 

....ANALYST 

KH 
ICH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
K>1 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
(CU 

KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
ICH 

,KH.._ . 
ICH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 
KH 

rti.*,*'^..'-.' — • 

DATE 

07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

oinim 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/05 

07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

,.07/17/95.,. 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 
07/17/95 

• ' ~ " ' C ' • ; '-m-

TIME 

14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:4.3 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
U:<i3 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 

,„.14:43„. 
14:43 
14:43 
14:43 
14;43 
14:43 
14:43 

P.O. Sox 2556 
Oecat:ur, Alabama 39602 

PHONE: 350-3385 
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